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HIS Day the Committee appointed the 2th of February laſt to 
conſider in what manner the Opinions of Councel and the Act 
of Common Council which were read in this Court, relating to 
the Negative Voice of the Lord Mayor and Aldermen in Matters 

propounded, and in making of Laws and Orders, and admitting of Offi- 

cers in Common Council, ſhould be Printed, delivered into this Court theit 

Report in Writing under their Hands, in theſe Words, 


To the Right Honourable the Lord Mayor and Court of Aldermen. 
. E whoſe Names are hereunto ſubſcribed, being your Committee 
appointed, by Order of this Honourable Court, bearing Date 
the 2oth Day of February laſt, to conſider in what manner the 
Opinions of Council, and the Act of Common Council, which were read 
in this Court, relating to the Negative Voice of the Lord Mayor and Al- 
dermen, in Matters propounded, and in making of Laws and Orders, and 
admitting of Officers in Common Council, ſhould be-printed, have met in 
Obedience thereto ; and having ſeen an Authentick Tranſcript from the 
Records in the Tower, of a Charter of Edward III, we thought it ne- 
ceſſary to lay that before you in the firſt place, and to inform your Lord- 
ſhip and this Court, That in the 15th Year of that King this Charter paſ- 
ſed in Parliament, in like manner as the Great Charter of the Liberties of 
England ; when the King, by Conſent of His Parliament, willing to do the 
Citizens a Pleaſure, did, (amongſt other Favours beſtowed upon them by 
this Charter) for Himſelf and His Heirs, © Grant and confirm to the 
* Mayor and Aldermen of this City, That if any of the Cuſtoms of the Rot. Chart. de 
* ſaid City, thitherto obtained and uſed, were in any Part difficult or A® 150 E. 3, 
* defeRtive, or any thing in the ſame City newly happening, where before * 12. 
te there was no Remedy, ſhould need Amendment, The ſaid Mayor and 
* Aldermen, and their Succeſſors, with the Aſent of the Commonalty of 
* the ſaid City, might (as often as they thought expedient) apply and or- 
ce dain a fit Remedy, agreeable to good Faith and Reaſon, for the common 
i 2 of the Citizens and City, and other Perſons having Recourſe thi- 
* ther. 
Upon this Occaſion we might obſerve, That this Charter confirms the 
Conſtitution and Government of this City, (as ben it was) and in expreſs 
Terms, points out the Method of acting for the Time to come; as allo, 
That it lays the City under the ſtrongeſt Obligation to purſue that Method, 
not only as it became a Law of the Land, by being paſſed in Parliament, 
but that in the Body of it many valuable Privileges are granted to this 
City, which to this Day the Citizens enjoy. 4 
However, ſince we are confined to the Particulars contained in the Or- 
der of this Honourable Court, we ſhall not enlarge on theſe Conſidera- 
tions; but only beg Leave to remark, That the Negative Voice of the 
Lord Mayor and Aldermen, in making of By-Laws in Common Council, 
was never (that we can find) called in Queſtion, or objected to, until the 
Time of the unhappy Troubles in the Year 1644. | 3 
And in the Month of January in that Year, the Commons in Common Jor. Akin 5% 
1 © GY 40. . 121.6. 
Council diſputed this Right. ? 
After which, in the Year 1648, a Bill relating thereto was brought into 
the Houſe of Commons, and on the 28th of February paſſed into an Act, 
whereby it was (amongſt other things) ordained and enacted by the C 
mons in Parliament, © That in all Times to come, all things propoſed in 
« Comms: Council ſhould be fairly debated, put to the Queſtion, voted, 


and determined, in and by che ſame Common Council, as the major muy 
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© of the Members preſent in the ſaid Common Council ſhould deſire or 
ce think fit; and in every Vote which ſhould paſs, and in the other Pro- 
* ceedings in the ſaid Common Council, neither the Lord Mayor, nor Al- 
ce dermen, (joint or ſeparate) ſhould have any negative or diſtin Voice, or 
6e Vote, otherwiſe than as with and amongſt, and as Part of the reſt of the 
© Members of the ſaid Common Council, and in the ſame manner as the 
© other Members had. And that the Abſence, or Withdrawing of the 
© Lord Mayor, or Aldermen, from the ſaid Council, ſhould not ftop or 
e prejudice the Proceedings of the ſaid Council; but that every Common 
* Council of the City of London, ſhould fir and continue ſo long as the 
© major Part of the Council ſhould think fit; and ſhould not be diſſolved 
ce or adjourned, but by and according to the Order or Conſent of the ma- 
«© jor Part of the ſame Council. | a 
y this Act of the Commons in Parliament, the Lord-Mayor and Alder- 
men were ſirſt deprived of their Right to a Negative, and the taking it away 
in the Terms of that Act, is a very ſtrong Proof, that they had exerciſed 
and enjoyed it to that Time; or elſe the making ſuch an Act had been 
vain and unneceſſary. | 5 
Jor. Hooker, The next remarkable Occurrencc was in the Year 55 when the 
No. 48. f. 90. Commons thinking it a Hardſhip on the City, that the Aldermen lived 
out of Town, would have paſſed a Law, with ſevere Penalties, upon 
ſuch of the Aldermen as ſhould continue their Reſidence out of the 


City. h 
Rep. Vyner, This the Aldermen reſented, and diſſented to the ſame. 
Nv. 80. f. 16. And on the 13th of November, 1674, the Recorder declared their Diſ- 
Jor. Hooker, ſent in Common Council, which the Commons proteſted againft, and 
Nv. 48.7122 appointed a Committee to ſee what their Power was ; yet Nothing was 
done therein by them, as your Committee can learn. ae 
Rep. Davis, But on the 5th of December, 1676, we find entred in the Repertory 
No. 82. f. 28.8. of the Court of Lord-Mayor and Aldermen, by Order of that 
Court, the Opinions of Sir William Fones, Sir Francis Pemberton, Sir 
7 Maynard, Sir Francis Winnington, and Mr. Steele, touching a Negative 
oice claimed by the Lord-Mayor and Aldermen in Common: Council; 
who all of them, (except Mr. Steele) gave their Opinions, That the 
Lord-Mayor and Aldermen had a Negative Voice in making of Laws and 
Ordinances in Common- Council. 
Rep. Chaplin, And on the 21ſt of February, 1677, we find alſo entred in the Repertory 
N. 83.f.117. of the ſaid Court, the Opinions of Sir William Dolben, (the then Recorder) 
b. and Sir George Feffereys, (the then Common Serjeant) upon the ſame Queſ- 
tion ; and they concurred with the reft of the Lawyers, in Oppoſition to 
Mr. Steele. | | 
And as to Mr. Steele, ſurely no fair and impartial Inquirer can believe, 
or would repreſent him to have been unbiaſſed, and to have given his O- 
pinion upon this Point without Prejudice, when it is well known, that 
(from the Confidence they repoſed in him) he was by the Commiſſioners 
Whitlock's for the Tryal of the King, choſen to be Attorney-General, and (with others) 
n to draw up and manage the Charge agamſt Him: And that he was alſo 
| +. ORE choſen Recorder of this City, by Virtue of an Ordinance of the Houſe of 
No. 41, f. 1.6, Commons only, ſome ſhort Time after that this Right of the Mayor and 
Aldermen had been illegally aboliſhed by an Ordinance of the ſame Houſe, 
moſt probably by his Advice. | S 

And that Nothing of the Force of what is ſaid by any of thoſe Great 
Men might be loſt, and to avoid all poſſible Miſinterpretation, or Miſrecital 
of their Words, we have tranſcribed the Opinions on both Sides, and ſub- 
joyned them to this our Report. 

And here permit us to add, That though theſe Great Lawyers reaſon ex- 
cellently well upon the Charter granted by Edward the Third, as ſuppoſing 
it to be a Charter ſolely granted by the King's Prerogative, their Reaſo- 
nings would have taken yet a ſtronger Turn, if it had been obſerved by 
them, that this Charter was granted in Parliament. 

We beg Leave, in the laft Place, to obſerve, what was the Opinion of 
the Commons themſelves after this Tranſaction, and in what Manner they 
recognized this Right of the Lord-Mayor and Aldermen. 

In the Year 1683, a Committee of Common-Council was appointed to 
inſpe& the Acts, and other 1 in their Journals in the 
Times of. Uſurpation, or at any Time before or ſince, that might be fit to 


be explained or repealed. | 
| ' And 


T #72 + 
And the ſaid Committee did on the Sixth of June, in the ſame Year, for.Pricchacd, 
make a Report, beginning with the following Preamble, (viz.) No. 50. f. 32. 
* Whereas by a late Order of this Honourable Court, it was referred un- 
ce to us, whoſe Names are ſubſcribed, to inſpect the Acts and other Pro- 
ce ceedings entered in the Journals of this Court, in the Times of Uſurpati- 


cc 


* On, or at any Time before or ſince, that may be thought fit to be ex- 
c 


plained or repealed. Now we do humbly certify, That in purſuance of 
ce the ſaid Order, we have peruſed and examined the Journals of this Court 
“in tie Times of the late Rebellion; wherein we find, not only many 
* Innovations and Irregularities brought into this Court, and the Govern- 
© ment of this City, but alſo moſt pernicious and abominable Proceed- 
* ings in abetting and carrying on thoſe wicked and unnatural Diviſions, 
* then raiſed in the Kingdom, and ſerving the Uſurpation of thoſe Times. 
* All or moſt of which (we perſwade ourſelves) could never have had Place 
ce in this Court, had not Violence been offered to the Government of this 
5 City, the Lord Mayor been arreſted and impriſoned, divers Loyal Alder- 
* men and Commoners, ſome impriſoned others diſplaced, and all Loyal 
e Citizens, generally diſcountenanced and diſcouraged ; and others of 
e factious, unquiet, and turbulent Spirits, got themſelves into the Com- 
*© mon-Council, and made up the greater Number therein. All which 
c Acts and Proceedings, might (as they well deſerve) be obliterated and 
* wholly expunged, that no Remembrance thereof ſhould be tranſmitted 
* to Poſterity, to the Shame and Diſhonour of this Court and City; 
c but that other Matters are therewith intermixed, which, for the Sub- 
« ſtance of them, are (in our Opinions) Inoffenſive, Uſeful, and fit to be 
* continued. Several Committees have formerly been appointed to obli- 
« terarte the ſaid unjuſt Proceedings, and there are Lines croſſed over 
cc divers of them, which we preſume were made by the ſaid Committees, 
„but not being thereby obliterated, and ſtill remaining in the Books 
ce as the Acts and Proceedings of this Court, and never having been 
ce particularly diſclaimed and repealed by any Vote or Act of this Court 
ce (that we have obſerved.) We think it very fitting that the ſame, and 
ce all other like diſloyal and irregular Proceedings, ſhould by an Expreſs 
ce Act of this Court, be renounced, repealed, and made abſolutely null 
ce and void; which Proceedings, or moſt of them, we have here ſet down 
© and Preſent to this Honourable Court for that Purpoſe; and deſire 
© that ſome few of them may be here openly read, to beget in this 
& Court (as it hath done in us) a juſt Abhorrence and Deteſtation of 
& ſuch Proceedings. 

«© Of which kind are the Proceedings following. 

Then follow many particular Acts and Orders propoſed to be repealed, 
and among them, | | 

© Orders and Reſolutions touching the calling and manageing of bid. ,. 34-6. 
© Common- Councils, 24 Fauuary 1644 And 24 April 1645, a Dit- 
ce ference between the Mayor and Aldermen, and Commons, touching the 
«© Mayor and Aldermen's Right of a Negative Voice, propoſed to be de- 
ce termined by the Parliament, and Order to ſuſpend their Right in the 
© mean Time. | | | 

ce Reference touching a Petition to the Common Council, for a Com- Id. J. 36. 6. 
c mon Hall, and a Declaration afterwards, That it is in the Power of the 
Common Council to aſſemble the Common Hall, 1 and 3 June 1648. 

© Upon a Petition prepared to the Parliament for Juſtice againſt all Ca- 7574. 
© pital Actors, from the higheſt to the loweſt, in the War againſt the Par- 
ce liament, brought into Common Council; and on the Lord Mayor's Re- 
© fuſal to put it to the Queſtion, and he, with the Aldermen and Officers, 
ce at laſt withdrawing, the Commons continued, and put a Commoner in 
ce the Chair, and then voted the ſaid Petition, and ordered it to be pre- 
© ſented, in the Name of the Commons in Common Council aſſembled, 
c wich a Narrative of that Day's Proceedings; and an Ordinance there- 
ce upon, ſhortly after made, by the Houſe of Commons, touching the calling 
cc and holding of Common Councils, 13 Fanuary 1648. 

© ſpilliam Steele choſen Recorder by Common Council, by virtue of an 1414. 36.6: 
« Ad of the Houſe of Commons, 3 Fuly 1649. — 

Narrative touching Common Councils called without Lord Mayor's Di- 16id. 37. 4. 
ce rections, and held after his Departure from it, by virtue of an Ordinance 
« of Parliament, 14 and 17 June 1650. 
| © Queſtion 
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© Queſtion put after the Lord Mayor and Aldermen were gone out of the 
*& Common Council, 26 Sept. 1650. | 1% 
* Order that the Lord Mayor and Aldermen withdraw out of the Com- 
mon Council, and the Commons turned into a Grand Committee, 3 
% Dec. 1651. 

8 See Councils held without the Lord Mayor, or continued aſter 
his going out, 7 and 14 Dec. 1652. 14 and 15 Fuze, and 24 Oct. 1653. 
© Common Council held without the Lord Mayor, and Lord Titchbourne 
yoted into the Chair, 21 Sept. 1659. | 
And then the ſaid Report proceeds in theſe Words, (vix.) 
6 All which Particulars aforeſaid, being highly diſloyal or favouring of 
the Faction and Uſurpation of thoſe unhappy Times, are fit, by Act of 
this Court, to be diſclaimed, revoked, abrogated, and repealed, to all In- 
tents and Purpoſes whatſoever. Which, as it will demonſtrate the Loyalty 
and good Affections of the preſent Members of this Court to His Majeſty, 
and the eſtabliſhed Government, and vindicate them from all Imputation 
of the like pernicious and deſtructive Principles and PraQtices, and will 
alſo expreſs their Diſlike of all Factious Innovation in the Uſages and 
Conſtitutions of this City, ſo will it prevent any ill Uſe that may be made 
in Time to come of the ſaid irregular Actions. . | 
© And we have alſo ſeen ſeveral Entries in the Journals of this Court, 
that the Lord Mayor and Aldermen, in Matters here propounded, have 
taken Time to adviſe and conſider thereof, and to others, have declared 
their Diſſent, and even, in the worſt of Times; as for Inſtance, 14 
March 1641. upon two Petitions brought into Common Council by a - 
Committee, to be preſented to the Parliament, they were read, but not 
voted, becauſe the Mayor's Locum Tenens, and the major part of the Alder- 
men, thought fit to adviſe of the ſame. And 24 Fanuary, 1644, It was 
declared by the Lord-Mayor and Aldermen, That they had a Negative 
Voice in Common- Council by Antient Cuſtom, and Charters of this 
City. And we have alſo ſeen the Opinions of diverſe learned Council, 
heretofore given to the Court of Aldermen, under their Hands, (vix.) 
The preſent Lord Chief Juſtice Pemberton, Sir Milliam Dolben, Serjeant 
Maynard, Sir William Jones, Sir George Jeffereys, and Sir Francis Winning- 
ten; That the Lord-Mayor and Aldermen have a Negative Voice in ma- 
king Laws and Orders, and admitting of Officers, in Common-Council. 
We. humbly propound, to take away all Diſputes. in this Matter for the 
Time to come, that the ſame may have the Approbation and Concur- 
rence of this Honourable Court. | | | 
Which Report, was the ſame Day, by Act of Common-Council agreed 
to, and confirmed in the Words following, wiz. 
« After Reading of which Report, here openly in this Court, the ſame 
was by this Court, in the ſeveral Particulars thereof, well approved of, 
agreed to, and confirmed; and it is Enacted, by the Lord- Mayor, Al- 
ermen, and Commons, in this Common- Council aſſembled, That all 
the ſeveral Acts, Orders, and Proceedings therein propounded, to be diſ- 
claimed and repealed ; be repealed and made void: And they, and 
every of them, are by Authority of this Court, diſclaimed, repealed, and 
* made null and void. 

Having thus deduced, in this Report, what was neceſſary (in our Opini- 
ons) to be publiſhed on this Occaſion, and having made References in the 
Margin, to the Authorities herein cited, whereby any Perſon, who will 
take the Trouble to have Recourſe to them, may receive compleat Satis- 
faction of the Truth of the ſeveral Facts herein ſet forth; We humbly ſub- 


mit the ſame to the Judgment of this Honourable Court. Dated this 1oth 
Day of Merch, 1723. : 


cc 


cc 


cc 


cc 
cc 


ic 
cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 


cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 


cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 


cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 


John Eyles, 

Edward Becher. 

Harcourt Maſter, 
Robert Baylis. 

Which being here openly read, was very well liked and approved of by 
this Court, and ordered to be entered into the Repertory. And it is further 
ordered that the ſame be forthwith printed, and it is referred to the ſaid 
Committees to take Care of the Printing thereof, and to print as many Co- 
pies as they ſhall think convenient. | r 

| | Miles Man. 

The Opinions of Council mentioned in the foregoing Report, are as follows. 


Davies 


50 


Davies Maior. 


Martis 5. Die Decembr 1676. Annoque Regi Regis 
Caroli Secundi Angliz, Oc. xxviy. 


= HIS Day were delivered into this Court, and here read, the Opinions 
of diverſe Learned and Eminent Council under their Hands, namely, 
Of Sir William Jones the King's Attorney, Sir Fi: Winmngton the King's 
Sollicitor, Sir John Maynard and Sir Francis Pemberton, Serjeants at Law 
as alſo of Mr, William Steele, touching a negative Voice, claimed by this 
Court in Common- Council. Whereupon it is ordered, That the ſame be 
here entred , and the Originals thereof well and fately kept z and that the 
ſame, when enter'd accordingly, be compared with the ſaid Originals, by Sir 
Fohn Lawrence, and Sir William Turner, Knights and Aldermen, The Tenor 
whereof is as followeth. (That is to ſay,) | 


Queſt. Whether the Mayor and Aldermen of the City of London hate a 
Negative Voice in Matters 7 and making ef Lans 

and Orders, and admitting of Officers in Common Council? 
Upon Conſideration of this Caſe, we are of Opinion, That the Lord- 
Mayor and Aldermen have a Negative Voice, in making Laws and Orders, 
and admitting of Officers in Common-Council. Our Reaſons are theſe ; 
Firft, In making all Acts and Ordinances of Common-Council, (if they 
proceed from the Commons,) there is an Addreſs from them to the Mayor 
and Aldermen before the Act be perfected and paſled ; (and this by conſtant 
Uſage.) Which ſhews, that the Conſent or Approbation of the Mayor and 
Aldermen is required, elſe ſuch Addreſs were idle. And if their Conſent or 
Approbation be requiſite, it's a neceſſary Conſequent, that they have a Nega- 
tive Voice. And this is further confirmed by the Form and Penning of the 
Acts themſelves, which are ſometimes (By the Mayor and Aldermen, with 
the Conſent of the Commons ; ) ſometimes (By the Mayor, Aldermen and 
Commons by their Common Conſent ; ) ſometimes (By the Mayor, Alder- 
men and Commonalty, &c.) And ſo in pleading them, they are ſaid to be 
per Majorem, & Aldermannos, ex aſſenſu Communttatis, c. And the Cuſtom 
laid to be ſo. Secondly, We find ſeveral Ads ſent from the Mayor and Alder- 
men (by the Recorder) to the Commons in Council for their Confent ; which 
ſhews, That ſometimes Acts proceeded from the one firſt, and ſometimes from 
the other: But always the Concurrence of Both is neceſſary. Thirdly, We 
find, That as the Commons, upon Acts ſent to them from the Mayor and Al- 
dermen (by the Recorder) have taken Time to conſider before they have gi- 
ven their Aſſent: So, upon Acts ſent from the Commons to the Mayor and 
Aldermen, (by the Common Serjeant,) the Mayor and Aldermen have talen 
Time to conſider ; and ſometimes rejected the Act wholly , and ſometimes 7e- 
jedted Part, and conſented to the reſt. Fourthly, It the Mayor and Aldermen 
had not a Negative V oice, in Matters propounded, and making of Laws and 
Orders, and admitting of Officers in Common Council, they would be quite 
excluded from any Power in making Laws and Orders, and admitting of Ofti- 
cers in Common Council. For, (as we are informed) the Uſage hath never 


. only in the late irregular Times) been for them to give their Votes 


r Capita in Common. Council: So every Common-Council Man would have 

greater Power in making Laws and Orders, and admitting of Officers in 
Common- Council, than the chief Magiſtrate and Governors, which, ( beſides 
the Incongruity of the Thing in it ſelf) ſeems ſtrangely unreaſonable, to ex- 
clude the chief Rulers and Members of a Corporation from a Power of the 
greateſt Concern to a Corporation, and to give it to the Inferiors. And we 
are the more confirmed in our Opinion, That the Aſſent of the Mayor and 
Aldermen is neceſſary in ſuch Caſes, becauſe of the pretended Act of Parlia- 
ment in the Times of Uſurpation , to take it from them; which is a ſtron 
Evidence of the Right before. Fifthly, From the Charter of the 15th of Ed. 
3d, which grants, (Quod iidem Major & Alderman, & ſucceſſores ſui de aſſenſn 
Com munitatis ejuſdem Civitat' ) may make Ordmances, &c. By which it's 
plain, That the Concurrence of the Mayor and Aldermen is requiſite to the 
making thoſe Laws, c. And if their Conſent be neceſſary, it follows as 
neceſſarily, That they may diſſent ; which is the Thing in Queſtion, If it 
be objected, That the Commons had before this Charter the fole Right of ma- 
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emberton. 
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king Laws and Orders, and admitting of Officers in Comtnon-Council ; and 


therefore this Charter cannot alter it, eſpecially not having Negative Words. 
| Reſponſ. They that will object this, muſt make it 7 appear, that 


therè was ſuch à precedent Right, either by Charter or Uſage; for otherwiſe, 
a Power for the Commons to make Laws, Cc. without their Governors 
( which is the Power contended for ) is not neceſſarily included in an Incor- 

ration, Secondly, If it could be made appear, that there were ſuch a Right 

fore that Charter, yet if a Corporation accept a Charter, which alters or 
abridges their former Privileges, this will bind them, eſpecially, if by long 
Uſage after they ſubmit to it. Thirdly, If there be no precedent Charter 
in expreſs Words, before the Charter of Edw. 3. which gives ſuch a Right 
and Privilege to the Commons, the Uſage fince this Charter, is a ſtronger 
Evidence of what was the Right before, than any Inſtances of particular 
Caſes before that Charter, can be to the contrary ; eſpecially, ſince common 
Preſumption will favour the Governors Right in ſuch Cafes. So we think there 
will be little Reaſon for the Commons at this Day, to pretend any Right to 
ſuch a Power from any thing precedent to that Charter. 


WILLIAM JONES, 
20 Dec. 75. Fx. PEMBERTON, 

On Conſideration of the whole Matter, I am of Opinion, That the Mayor 
and Aldermen have a Negative Voice in both making of Laws, and admit- 
ting to Offices whereto Admittance muſt be made by the Common- Council. 
And becauſe I am deſired to give my Reaſons, they are theſe : | 

Fir, This being properly a Queſtion of Fact, and the Right and Fact 
ariſing on ancient Uſage ; Enquiry is to be of the Ancient Uſage ; and that 
Uſage is to be made good very clearly to my Underſtanding, from theſe Par- 
ticulars. os 

Firſt, The Stile and Form of the Acts when they are made, are always 
incluſive of the Mayor and Aldermen, never without them; (viz. ) The 
Mayor, Aldermen and Council, by their common Conſent ; or, 'The Mayor 
_ — with the Conſent of the Commonalty ; or to the ſame 
| Secondly, As I underſtand, when the Commons in London do begin the Or- 
der, or Law, then they preſent the ſame by their common Serjeant, to the 
Mayor and Aldermen: And when the ſame beginneth with the Mayor and 
Aldermen, then they offer it by the Recorder, to the Conſideration of the 
Common- Council. Which were a vain Formality, and needleſs, if ſo be the 
Mayor and Aldermen ſhould be bound by the Commonalty, who are always a 
greater Number far than the Mayor and Aldermen. And when Time hath been 
taken by the Mayor and Aldermen, to adviſe upon what hath been offered; 
it ſhews, they cannot be concluded by the Commons in Common- 

Council, | | ig 

Thirdly, The Charter of the 15. Edw. 3. I look upon, not as the Founda- 
tion of the Cuſtom or Right of the Mayor and Aldermen in this Point; but it 
is a very ſtrong and irrefragable Evidence, that the Cuſtom was ſo before the 
granting of the Charter; and conſequently, the Charter gave not, but con- 
firmedthat Point, for theſe Reaſons : 

Firſt, The Charter could not ere& ſuch a Power, fo extenſive as is uſed to 
be put in Ure by divers Acts of Common- Council, but the ſame had been 
utterly unlawful and void. K 8 

Secondly, And conſequently, 8 the Charter) every Perſon ; 
grieved by ſuch Ordinance or Law, might have an Action againſt the Officer 
who executed them, | 

Thirdly, The putting ſuch Orders and Laws in Execution, being the Act of 
the whole City, endangers the Forfeiture of the Franchiſes of the City: As 
the unadviſed AG of the Mayor, in Time of Edw. 1. forfeited the Mayoral- 
ty till it was redeemed; and till Redemption, no Mayor, but a Cuffos go- 
verned, and he was made by the King, not choſen by the Commons. 

Fourthly, It 1s utterly improbable, that the City would accept a Charter, 
to change their ancient Cuſtom, in ſo great a Point eſpecially, take a Grant 
of a void Power, inſtead of an ancient and good Cuſtom, or Power founded 
on Cuſtom : This Argument is made againſt the Objection or Suppoſition that 
the Cuſtom formerly varied from the Charter. The City had always Advice 
of Learned in the Law, who could not but obſerve the ill Conſequences a- 

bove-mentioned, which would follow by the taking of ſuch a Charter, con- 
trary to their former Right and Cuſtom, 
12 ä Fourthly, 


; } 
Fourthh, It is apparently incongruous, if not abſurd, that the Governed, or 


that thoſe that are to be governed by the Laws, ſhould not only have their 
Aſſent in making the Laws, (which is juſt) but wholly exclude the chief 


Governors. The Mayor, during his Time, is the Head of the Corporation, 


and reſembles the Head in the Body Natural, where the Eyes are; the Alder- 
men ſeem to reſemble the Breaſt, where the Heart lieth; the Commons in 
| Common-Council, partake of, and reſemble the Body. So the Laws, if the 

Mayor and Aldermen are excluded, ſhould be made without Head and Heart, 
and the Body to direct both. 

This Argument ſeems the ſtronger to me, becauſe the Corporation, I mean 
the Commonalty, cannot do the leaſt Matters in Point of Intereſt, they can- 
not make nor take any Grant without the Mayor. A Grant by, -or to the 
City, when there is no Mayor, 1s regularly void, 
 #ifthly, It would be enquired into, and conſidered by thoſe who are for 

Excluſion of the Mayor and Aldermen , Whether they can produce direct and 
clear Precedents before the Charter; and if not ſo, Whether their Proceed- 
ings and Claim tend not to the Diſſolution of the Government of the City. 
As if, for the Purpoſe, the King ſhould bring a ©no Varranto for this Power, 

Lask, By what Title will you claim it? If by Charter, you fail, for that 
alone cannot uphold you ; and what Inſtances can be given of Excluſion of 
the Mayor and Aldermen ? And it muſt be alſo remembred, that when it ſhall 
come to Tryal, the Citizens ſhall not be of the Jury; nor no Tenant, nor 
Kinſman of any Freeman ; but others of the adjacent Counties : And farther 
conſider, how large the Danger is, in Caſe the City fail in Manner of their 
Title or Claim; for claiming amiſs, they loſe their Right, which they might 
enjoy, in caſe they made their Claim rightly, and in due Manner, ty 9 
latet Anguis in herba z viz. whilſt this remains a Queſtion, it cannot be but 
there will be Differences; the dangerous and ill Conſequences of the Differen- 
ces are latent, and cannot be well foreſeen. 

Sixthly, London, in Point of Liberties, exceeds all other Cities; Firſt, in 
Power to make Laws for themſelves ; Secondly, in the Tryal of their Laws. 
For if it come in Queſtion, what is the Cuſtom, or Law cuſtomary in ſuch or 
ſuch a City or Seigniory, the ſame ſhall not be tried by Certificate by any 
cf themſelves, but by a Jury at large: But if it fall to be an Iſſue, or Queſtion, 
whether there be this or that Cuſtom in London, it may not be tried by a Ju- 
ry of the Citizens, or of others; but Mayor and Aldermen, by the Recorder 
of London, by Mouth certify, whether there be ſuch a Cuſtom as happens to 
be in Queſtion, or no; and the Writ is directed to the Mayor and Aldermen 
ond, to certify the Cuſtom, and ot to the City or Citizens. As it there 
ſhould be Occaſion for any one at Law, or in Equity, to defend himſelf by a 
Law or Ordinance made in London, he muſt alledge, that ſuch Law was made 
by the Mayor and Aldermen, with Advice or Conſent of the Common-Coun- 
cil, or by them otherwiſe, as the Caſe ſhall be: But he muſt alſo ſet forth the 
Cuſtom of the City is, That the Mayor and Aldermen, by Conſent, or other- 
wiſe, (as ſhall be) have Power to make ſuch Laws, &c. and if Iſſue be joined 
on that Cuſtom, the Mayor and Aldermen are to certify the Cuſtom, one 
way or other. Coke's Entries 144. Raſal 144. This ſuppoſeth them faithful 
and knowing to certify ; and this Certificate is binding to Parties Litigant, 
and tothe City. This is to me a ſtrong Argument, that though the Commons 
in Common-Council are neceſſary in Point of Advice, fo as the Mayor and 


Aldermen cannot make any Law without ſuch Advice; yet the Law is moſt 


properly ſaid to be made by the Mayor and Aldermen, by Conſent of the 
Council, as the ancient Form was. 

Seventhly, As to the late Practice and Acts of that Time, it is too weak to 
ſupport the Caſe , for every Cuſtom muſt be Time out of Memory of all 
Men ; and the Times were troubleſome, when in the like, but far greater 
Caſe, the King's Negative Voice in making Laws was denied, though be- 
yond all Memory, in all Caſes and Times he had it ; and therefore Precedents 
of this Kind of that Time are of little Value. 

January 8. 75. MAYNARD. 
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Upon conſideration of the ſeveral Papers, which ſhew the uſual Pro- Winnington, 


ceedings of the Common-Council of London, and likewiſe the Nature and 
Conftitution of that Court, I conceive that the Mayor and Aldermen have 
a Negative V oice. 

Firſt, Becauſe the Forms and Inſtruments of By-laws and Orders prove 
that the Mayor and Aldermen are taken notice of, in a diftin# Capacity 
from the Commonalty, | | Secondly, 


„ 


Steele. 


Common- Council. 


28 ) 

_ Secondly, 1 find no Precedent, that ever the Commonalty made any By-law 
dr Order without the Mayor and Aldermen, neither do they pretend to be a 
Court without them; which is a plain Reaſon, that they act in a different 
Capacity from the Common-Council-Men, | 

hirdly, The Act made in the late Times, is a ſtrong Argument to prove 
the Mayor and Aldermen had a Negative Voice; for if they had it not, what 
need was there of ſuch an Act to take it away? 
Fourthly, The general Rules that relate to the other Corporations, are not 
to beapply'd to the Corporation of London; for the Cuſtoms of London ate 
many and great, and taken notice of in Law, in a more particular Manner 
than inferior Corporations are; and in this Caſe of the Court of Common- 
Council, the Lord Coke declares his Opinion in Print, That the Mayor and 
Aldermen are in a different Capacity from the Commonalty. So that in my 
Judgment, the Mayor and Aldermen have a Negative Voice in Matters pro- 
pounded, and making of Laws and Orders, and admitting of Officers in 


— 


Nov.. 17th, 1675. FRAN. WINNINGTON. 


In anſwer to this Queſtion, it may be confidered : Firſt, That all Acts of 
Parliament, and Letters Patents. concerning Privileges, granted to London, 


have been by the Name, either of the City of London, the Citizens of Lon- 


don, the Mayor and Citizens, or of the Mayor, Commonalty, and Citizens 
of London, and their Succeſlors ; wherein have been included all Citizens and 
F _— whatſoever of London, however diſtinguiſh'd by Offices, or other- 
wiſe. ; 

Secondly, That the Power of making By-laws, is veſted in every Corpora- 
tion as ch, as ſoon as they are created to be a Corporation, although no 
Mention be made, nor Power expreſsly given in their Charter, for the making 
By-laws ; and therefore London being incorporated in the time of King Joh, 
and alſo having their Liberties confirmed by the great Charter, the Charter 
of 15 Ed. III. after giving Power to the Mayor and Aldermen, to make 
By-laws with the Aſſent of the Commonalty ( eſpecially having no Negative 
Expreſſions therein) did not introduce any new Power, nor abridge the for- 
mer original Power to make By-laws, as being before veſted in them; on! 
ſeems to intimate more plainly, what was before included and intended; 
namely, A Preſence of ſuch at the Time and Place of ordaining ſuch Conſti- 
tutions. | | 

Thirdly, That ſuch a Negative Voice admitted, would vary from the 
Practice of other Corporations, and prove as inconſiſtent with all the Mem- 
bers of that Court convening in one Place, and conſulting with one chick 
Perſon, and the ſame inferior Officers, who are indifferently to be ſerviceable 
and uſeful to the ſame, as one Court in a ſingle, not double Capacity, repre- 
ſenting the Citizens; as it would in the Practice beget Confuſion and Diſorder, 
in regard that if a Vote be carrried by the Majority of the Commons, it muſt 
again be put to try the Majority of the Aldermen, (it not being to be ſup- 
poſed that they will always be of one. Mind) and if they be, it cannot be 
known but by Vote or Scrutiny. | | 

Fourthly, That beſides the Uncertainty and various kinds of the Entries 


of the Stile of this Court, in their Acts of Common-Council, the Omiflion 


of mentioning of the Acts to paſs by the Major Part of the Aldermen (un- 
lefs we ſhould ſuppoſe them always to concur ) but ſtill the mentioning the 
Act to paſs by the Major Part of the Commons, is an Argument againſt the 
having and exerciſing of ſuch a Negative V oice. 

Fifthly, That as it is affirmed by more prevalent Arguments and Autho- 
rities, That the Lords and Commons in Parliament never ſat together in 
one Houſe, to make and conſult of Laws, than by thoſe produc'd that they 
did fo fit together for ſuch Purpoſe; ſo the Reaſon chiefly for their not ſitting 
together, being that each might have a Negative Voice upon the other; viz; 
ut equa wncutqz loquendi poteſtas fiat, alteri ab alteris diqjuncti conſulunt. Poly- 
dore Virgil, Lib. XI. p. 188. begets a ſtrong Argument ( beſides thoſe afore- 
mentioned,) That whereas divers do conſult and meet together, under one 
congunct Power, and no Limitation or Quorum appointed, that there is in 
ſuch Councils no Negative Voice, but the Majority of the Votes rules the 
Determination. | 
From all which I do conceive, that the Mayor and Aldermen have no 
Negative Voice in Matters propounded, and making of Laws aud Orders, 


and adnutting of Officers in Common-Counci], 
4 3 WII I. STEELE, 
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Chaplin Mayor. Jovis xxi die Februarij 1677, Aunoq; N. Regis 


Carol” Secundi Angl. &c. xxx. 


It is ordered'that the Opinions of Mr. Recorder, and Mr. Common Sergeant, 
now delivered into this Court in writing under their Hands, upon the Queſti- 
on touching the Lord Mayor and Aldermens Negative Voice in Common- 


Council, ſhall be here entered in the Repertory, the Tenor whereof is as fol- 
loweth, viz. 


The Queſtion propounded to me is, ; | 

Whether the Lord Mayor and Aldermen of the City of London have a Ne- 
gative Voice in making Laws and Ordinances in Common Council? 

It ſeems to me that the Mayor and Aldermen have a Negative Voice. 

For the more clear underſtanding of this Queſtion, it is to be conſidered 
that 

Firſt, The Power of making Laws and Ordinances in Common Council, is 
grounded upon ſpecial Cuſtom confirmed by Act of Parliament, and not upon 
that Power which every Corporation (as ſuch) hath to make By Laws, which, 
appears very plainly by their making Ordinances, which cannot be juſtified by 
the Power of a Corporation to make By Laws, but have always been held good 
in Weſtminſter-Hall by virtue of their Cuſtom confirmed by Parliament. 


Secondly, Whenever London pleads a By Law, they plead their Power to 
make ſuch By Cuſtom. | 


Thirdly, The Election of Common-Council-Men is grounded upon Cuſtom. 


Fourthly, The making of Laws and Ordinances in Common-Council, and 
not in a Common Hall, is by Cuſtom. The Lord Mayor and the Sheriffs, and 


divers of the conſiderable Officers of the City, are choſen at a Common Hall, 


and not in Common- Council. 


Theſe Elections are virtually the Act of the whole Corporation, and yet 


a great part of the Citizens have no Voice in that Court; for which no Reaſon 
can be aſſigned bur Cuſtom, there being nothing to be found in any Charter 
that watrants the ſame. 5 | | 
Me mult in the next place inquire what hath been the ancient uſage. 
To my Underſtanding it appears plainly, the Mayor and Aldermen have al- 
ways had a Negative Voice. | 
Firſt, There are many Precedents where the Mayor and Aldermen have re- 
Fuſed Bills promoted by the Commons; ſome, where they have refuſed part, 
and the reſt have paſſed into a Law; ſome, where they have taten time to 
adviſe. | 


Secondly, There is no Precedent of a Law made without the conſent of the 
Mayor and Aldermen. 8 | 
Thirdly, The conſtant pleading of the Cuſtom of making By Laws, upon 
returns of Habeas Corpus and Certiorari, is quod Major & Aldermanni Civitat 
pred” pro temp exifien” de aſſenſu Communitat ejuſdem Civitat', Re. 
Fourthly, The Opinion of the Lord Chief Juſtice Coke, (in his Book of Ju- 
riſdiction of Courts, Fol. 249.) is, in my Judgment, a very great Authority; he, 
ſpeaking of the Court of Common- Council of London, faith, This Court hath 
ſome reſemblance of the High Court of Parliament, for it conſiſts of two Houſes, 
viz, the one of the Mayor and Aldermen, and the other of ſuch as be of the Com- 
mon Aſſembly, reſembling tbe whole Commonalty of London. In this Court they 
make Conſtitutions and Laws, &c. And theſe being made by the Mayor, Alder- 
men and Commonalty, do bind within this City and the Liberties thereof : they of 
the Common Aſjembly do give their Mient by holding up their Hands. 
This being a Matter of Uſage, he a Perſon of very great Experience, (and 


eſpecially having been Recorder of London in a quiet ſerene Age) could not be 
ignorant of the utage. 


C Fifthly, 


Recorder. 


4 Mar. 1641. 


17 Mar. 
24 Jan. 1644. 


24 April 
1645. 


28 Feb. 1648. 


This is enter- 


[ 10 | | 


Fifthly, The Proceedings in the late Times of Trouble, ſeem to put the 
Matter out of Doubt, that before thoſe Days the Uſage was ſuch as I have 
argued for. 1 | 
The Comitions bring into the Common Council a ſeditious Petition which 
was intended to be delivered to the Parliament, the Locum tenens and Alder- 
men take Time to adviſe, and the Petition was not then agreed. 

That Petition was read in Common Council and agreed. 

An Attempt was made againft the negative Voice of the Mayor and Alder- 
men, and to call a Common Council without the Conſent of the Lord Mayor. 
(1 cannot find that ever this negative Voice was queſtioned before this Day.) 

The Mayor and Aldermen at this Common Council, aſſert their negative 
Voice, which they affirm ro have by Charrer, ancicnt Uſage and Cuſtom. 

A Committee appointed to accommodate that Affair, report their Opinion, 


That the Mayor and Aldermen, and Commons, ſhould joyn in a Petition to 


the Parliament, and refer the Matter to them; aud that in the Interim, Pro- 

ccedings ſhould be as they had been ſince the Mayoralty of Pennington. 8 
An Act of Parliament (as 't was called) paſſed to indempniſy their paſt Pro- 

ceedings, and to take away the negative Voice of the Mayor and Aldermen for 


ed in London, the future. 


17 Mar. 1648. 


Common 
Serj. 


From all which I conclude, that before Pennington's Mayoralty, the Mayor 
and Aldermen had a negative Voice in Common Council. 

The Practice ſince that Time hath been otherwiſe: But I preſume no Man 
will maintain that ſo late a Practice begun in Times of Trouble, can take away 
an ancient Right. 


16 Feb. 77. ä 2 Dolben, Recorder. 


That I might give a plain and faithful Anſwer to the Queſtion that hath 
been propounded to me, viz. | 

Whether the Mayor and Aldermen of the City of London have a negative 
Voice in Matters propounded, and making of Laws and Orders, and admitting 
of Officers in Common Council. | 
I have according to the beſt of my Underſtanding carefully peruſed and ob- 
ſerved all the Precedents that I can meet with in any of the Books and Reper- 
tories of this City, from the firſt Time that I meer with any mention to be 
made of a Common Council; and obſerved the Ulage and conſtant Practice of 
that Court, both as to the making of Laws and Election of Officers, <ligible 


there; aud do apprehend the Queſtion propounded is of great Moment and 
"Conſequence to the Government and Peace of this City; and therefore I de- 


fire to give my Opinion in Writing, with the Reaſons that induce me there- 


unto. 


do conceive that this Court does conſiſt of the Lord Mayor, Alc:r- 
men and Commoners; and that it is of abſolute Neceſſity, that there be a 


Meeting and Concurrence of all three, to the making of any Law, or to the 


Election of any Officer, by that Court: For tho' I do not apprehend that there 


are two Courts, ſitting in a Common Council, as {Sme have thought; yet I do 


plainly conceive, that all the three Eſtates (as I may fo call them) muſt be pre- 
ſent, and conſenting to every Act of that Court, that is obliging: And this 


will plainly appear to every unprejudiced Perſon, if we conſider them apart. 


Firſt, It is agreed of all Hands, that at this Day, and at all Times (ſave on- 


ly during the late unhappy Troubles) the Lord Mayor had and hath the Power 
to ſummon and to diſſolve Common Councils at his Pleaſure, which being pre- 


miſed, the Conſequence will be this, that as his Preſence is neceſſary to make 
the Court, fo his Concurrence will be neceſſary to every obliging Act of that 
Court, for as he may declare his Diſſent, by diſſolving the Court, (which all 
Men agree) and fo prevent the further procceding ot that Court, he may da- 
Clare his Diſſent more mildly, which will have the ſame Effects, to all Intcnts 


and Purpoſes; and if his Conſent be not neceſſary, no more would his Pre- 


fence be; for from the Ninth Year of Edw. I. to the Firit Year of Rich. II. 
which was before there was a Major, no Common Council was ever held but 
in the Preſence of the Cuſtos, and from Richard Il's Time, (in whoſe Time 
Fitz Alluyn was firſt Lord Mayor, and came in the Place and Stead of the Cuftos) 


never 


1 ! 
never was there any Common Council ſummoned, or held (ſave in the late 
Troubles) but by the Appointment, and with the Conſent of the Lord Mayor 
for the Time being, which will evidently appear by all the Precedents, of which 
I have peruſed above two hundred before the Time of Hen. VIII. hs 

Secondly, That the Lord Mayor hath a Negative Voice, will appear by the 
Stile of. molt of thoſe ancient By-Laws, where moſt commonly it is ſaid, Ordered 
by the Mayor, Sc. And if his Aſſent were not neceſſary, wherefore ſhould 
it be declared? And ſurely it were prepoſterous for any Man to ſay that his 
Aſſent is neceſſary, and at the ſame time to affirm that he cannot diſſent. 

Thirdly, That the Lord Mayor hath a Negative, doth appear by the many 
Returns made by the City of London to the ſeveral Courts in Yeſftminſter- Hall, 
upon ſeveral Writs ; which Returns do not only appear in the City Books, but 
even in our printed Law Books, to be done upon great Conſideration, and by 
the Advice of ſeveral learned Sages of the Law; wherein they do affirm their 
Laus to be made by the Lord Mayor, &:. with the Conſent of the Commons; 
and do ſupport the Authority of making of Laws to be, that by the ancient Cu- 
ſtom of London, the Lord Mayor, Sc. have Power to make By-Laws, to 
Bind, c. By which it does plainly appear, that if the Conſent of the Lord 
Mayor had not been affirmed, the Law could not oblige, being not warranted 
by Cuſtom, which is the great Support of all the By-Laws ot this City, and 
gives them a greater Authority than the By-Laws of any other Corporation 
whatſoever. | 25 | 

Fourthly, The ſeveral Acts of Parliament that delegate any Authority to the 
Common Council, obſerve the ſame Stile and Direction, that the fame be done 
by the Mayor, Aldermen and Commons in Common Council aſſembled ; and 
every Act made by ſuch Appointment, that- does not purſue that Direction, 
will be void, and unjuſtifiable. 

I do therefore conclude, that as the Common Council cannot be regularly 
aſſembled without the Lord Mayor, ſo all Acts of that Court, without his Con- 
ſent, are void and illegal. 

And as I do conceive that no Common Council can be ſummoned, or legal- 
ly act, without the Direction and Conſent of the Lord Mayor, ſo in the next 
place I am of Opinion, that it is alſo abſolutely neceſſary that Aldermen be pre- 
ſent to make that Court; and that without their Conſent, no Act of that Court 
is binding. | | 

Firſt, There is no Act of Common Council now extant, but what is al- 

ledged to be made in the Preſence, and by the Confent of the Aldermen, as 
well as it is of the Lord Mayor and. Commons in Common Council. And 
though I do not find by the Precedents or Practices of ancient Time, that a 
certain Number of Aldermen were required to be preſent to conſtitute that 
Court, but ſometimes there have been more, and ſometimes fewer pretent 
yer I never could find any Act, ſaid to be the Act of that Court, without the 
Conſent of the Aldermen ; and if their Conſent were not neceſſary, the decla- 
ring of them to be there would be vain and illuſory ; and if they muſt be there 
to create the Court, their Conſent is effentially neceſſary to every Act of the 
Court; and the ſame Reaſon that gives them a Power to aſſent, gives them 
alſo to diſſent, in natural Reaſon and Juſtice, © 

Secondly, As they are mentioned in the Stiles of all the ancient and modern 
Common Councils to be preſent, to create the Court, ſo are they mentioned 
to have given their Conſent, in every Act of the Court; and ſometimes Bills 
have been preſented by the Common Serjcant, in the Name of the Commons, 
to the Lord Mayor and Aldermen, to which they have ſometimes agreed, and 
at other times rejected, and ſometimes taten farther time to confider, which 
ſhews their Concurrence neceſſary : And ſometimes the Lord Mayor and Al- 
dermen have ſent Bills by the Recorder, to the Commons, for their Conſent 3 
without-the Concurrence and Conſent of all three, no Act can be binding. 

Thirdly, I have peruſed the antient Charter of the 15th of Edw. III. which 
was many Years after the Common Councils do appear to have been held in 
London, which does not create any Authority, but is a ſtrong Evidence for, 
and is agreeable to the Practice of the times precedent, which lays, 904 = 
| ajor 
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Major & Aldermanni & ſucreſſores ſui de aſſenſu communitatis, &c. by which 
appears all their Conſents were requiſite to make a Law. 
Fourthly, The Common Council is the only legiſlative Court of the City 
but the Court of Lord-Mayor and Aldermen, and the other Courts of Record 
of this City can only put thoſe Laws in Execution; and it would be ſtrange 
to conceive that Governours ſhould not have their Conſent to thoſe Laws, 
by which they are to govern, but that the governed ſhould be the only Dic- 
tators, which is a thing that no other Court in England does pretend to. | 
Fitthly, All our Books of the Law that ratify the Cuſtoms for making of 


By-Laws in London, affirm their Concurrence neceſſary, 


Sixthly, The Act made in the time of our late unhappy Troubles had never 
been thought neceſſary in caſe it might have been done without it. 

Seventhly, The Lord-Mayor and Aldermen being the far leſſer Number 
would be of no Conſideration in that Court, in caſe their Conſent were not 
neceſſary, the Commoners being ſo much the-greater Number. 

Eighthly, All the regular ä that derive Authority from that 
Court, conſiſt of Aldermen and Commoners; and the Lord-Mayor, by the 
Cuſtom of this City, is of every Committee, and may be preſent, if he pleaſes: 
And no Report was ever thought to be regularly brought into the Common 
Council from any ſuch Committee that had not the Concurrence of the grea- 
ter Part of the Aldermen of the Committee; from all which Precedents, 
Practices, Reaſons, and other the Premiſſes, according to the beſt of my Un- 
derſtanding and Conſcience, I do conceive the Mayor and Aldermen of the 
City of London have a: Negative Voice in all Matters propounded, and ma- 
king of Laws and Orders, and admitting of Officers in Common Council. 


George Jeffreys, Com. Serjeant. 


THE END. 


